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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . Applicant is reminded of the proper language and format for an abstract of the disclosure. 

The abstract should be in narrative form and generally limited to a single paragraph on a 
separate sheet within the range of 50 to 150 words. It is important that the abstract not exceed 
150 words in length since the space provided for the abstract on the computer tape used by the 
printer is limited. The form and legal phraseology often used in patent claims, such as "means" 
and "said," should be avoided. The abstract should describe the disclosure sufficiently to assist 
readers in deciding whether there is a need for consulting the full patent text for details. 

The language should be clear and concise and should not repeat information given in the 
title. It should avoid using phrases which can be implied, such as, "The disclosure concerns," 
"The disclosure defined by this invention," "The disclosure describes," etc. 

2. The abstract of the disclosure is objected to because the abstract is written in more than 
one paragraph-and it-contains-legal-phraseology in lines 6 and 8. Correetionis-requiredr-See^— 
MPEP § 608.01(b). 

Claim Objections 

3. Claims 3, 10, 12, 15, 18-19, 25, 28, 37, 44, 50, 51, 54-59 are objected to because of the 
following informalities: 

Re claim 3, the examiner considers claim 3 is dependent on claim 1. 
Re claim 12, the examiner considers claim 12 is dependent on claim 10. 
Re claim 19, the examiner considers claim 19 is dependent on claim 10. 
Re claim 25, the examiner considers claim 25 is dependent on claim 10. 
Re claim 28, the examiner considers claim 28 is dependent on claim 26. 
Re claim 37, the examiner considers claim 37 is dependent on claim 35. 
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Re claim 44, the examiner considers claim 44 is dependent on claim 35. 

Re claim 50, the examiner considers claim 50 is dependent on claim 35, 

Re claim 51, the examiner considers claim 51 is dependent on claim 35. 

Re claim 54, the examiner considers claim 54 is dependent on claim 1. 

Re claim 55, the examiner considers claim 55 is dependent on claim 35. 

Re claim 56, the examiner considers claim 56 is dependent on claim 1 . 

Re claim 57, the examiner considers claim 57 is dependent on claim 26. 

Re claim 58, the examiner considers claim 58 is dependent on claim 1. 

Re claim 59, the examiner considers claim 59 is dependent on claim 1 . 

These claims 10, 15, and 18 have exact limitations cited in claims 1, 6, and 9 
respectively. Therefore, the applicant is advised to amend or cancel the claims to avoid 
redundant. 

Appropriate correction is required. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

4. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U. S,C 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

5. Claims 6, 15, 21-23, 31, 40, and 46-48 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Re claim 6, the limitation "alternately a sample of rank immediately below or 
immediately above the adjacent even sample" in line 3 is unclear to a point that the 
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examiner cannot interpret broadly. For examination purposes, the examiner disregards 
this limitation in the claim. Claims 1 5, 3 1 , and 40 have the same problem. 

Re claim 21, the limitation "the variable" in lines 2-3 lacks an antecedence basis. 
For examination purposes, the examiner considers the variable would be any number. 
Claims 22-23 and 46-48 have the same problem. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

6. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except -that-an-— — 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 35 1(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 2 1 (2) of such treaty in the English language. 

7. Claims 1-4, 6-7, 9-13, 15-16, 18, 24-29, 31-32, 34-38, 40-41, 43, and 50-63 are rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by Ortega et at. (U.S. 6,757,343) 

Re claim 1, Ortega et al. disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 a filtering method for 
transforming an input digital signal into one or more output digital signals (title) having 
even-indexed samples and odd-indexed samples (Figure 3 with input shift by unit in 
order to be odd) method including at least one iteration (Figure 1 with 3 iterations) 
comprising the steps of: modifying the even- indexed samples by a function of weighted 
odd- indexed samples (output filter of yO wherein the input is the even- index sample 
entering hi as odd-indexed coefficient), and modifying the odd-indexed samples by a 
function of weighted even- indexed samples (output filter of 130 wherein the input is the 
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odd-index sample entering hO as even-indexed coefficient), wherein the weighted 
samples are obtained by at least one weighting operation applied to a difference between 
two consecutive even-indexed samples (Figure 4 wherein alpha is obtained and applied to 
only even-index sample). 

Re claim 2, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 a step of modifying 
the odd-indexed samples is performed after step of modifying the even indexed samples 
(Figure 4 in the second step at T2). 

Re claim 3, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 iteration further 
comprises: weighting (process of outputting odd-indexed sample at 120), by a first 
weighting coefficient (hO), at least one odd-indexed sample adjacent to an even-indexed 
sample currently being modified, so as to obtain a weighted odd- indexed sample (output 
of 130 after down-sample), modifying at least one even-indexed sample using the at least 
one weighted odd-indexed sample, weighting (process of outputting odd-indexed sample 
at 1 10), by a second weighting coefficient (hi), even-indexed samples adjacent to an odd- 
indexed sample currently being modified, so as to obtain weighted even-indexed samples 
(output of 130 after down-sample), and modifying at least one odd-indexed sample using 
at least one weighted even- indexed sample. 

Re claim 4, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 the second 
weighting coefficient is a function of the first weighting coefficient (inherently feature for 
stable condition). 

Re claim 6, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 at each iteration, an 
odd-indexed sample adjacent to an even sample currently being modified (Figure 1) is 
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alternately a sample of rank immediately below or immediately above the adjacent even 
sample. 

Re claim 7, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 at the end of 
iteration, an additional step of filtering that includes weighting by a third weighting 
coefficient (Figure 3 with addition of another coefficients hlO or hOl). 

Re claim 9, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 the digital input 
signal represents an image (col. 1 lines 15-17). 

Re claim 10, it has same limitations cited in claim 1. Thus, claim 10 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 1 . 

Re claim 11, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 step of modifying 
even-indexed samples is performed after step of modifying odd-indexed samples (Figure 
3 with T3). 

Re claim 12, it has similar limitation as cited in claim 3 wherein it occurs in the 
subsequence iteration. Thus, claim 12 is also rejected under the same rationale as cited in 
the rejection of rejected claim 3. 

Re claim 13, it has same limitations cited in claim 4. Thus, claim 13 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 4. 

Re claim 14, it has same limitations cited in claim 5. Thus, claim 14 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 5. 

Re claim 15, it has same limitations cited in claim 6. Thus, claim 15 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 6. 
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Re claim 16, it has same limitations cited in claim 7. Thus, claim 16 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 7. 

Re claim 17, it has same limitations cited in claim 8. Thus, claim 17 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 8. 

Re claim 18, it has same limitations cited in claim 9. Thus, claim 18 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 9. 

Re claim 25, Ortega et al further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 means adapted to 
implement a filtering method (Figure 11). 

Re claim 26, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 a digital filtering 
device adapted to transform an input digital signal into one or more output digital signals 
(abstract) containing even-indexed samples and odd- indexed samples (Figure 3), 
filtering device comprising: at least one weighting module (Figure 1 1 P(z); and means for 
modifying even- indexed samples by a function of weighted odd- indexed samples (output 
1 10), wherein weighted samples are supplied by at least one weighting module, 
modification means functioning iteratively, so as to modify even-indexed samples at least 
once and then odd-indexed samples at least once (col. 6 lines 25-35 with update filter), 
and at least one weighting module receives as an input the difference between two 
consecutive even-indexed samples. 

Re claim 27, it has means limitations cited in claim 2. Thus, claim 27 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 2. 

Re claim 28, it has means limitations cited in claim 3. Thus, claim 28 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 3. 
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Re claim 29, it has means limitations cited in claim 4. Thus, claim 29 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 4. 

Re claim 30, it has means limitations cited in claim 5. Thus, claim 30 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 5. 

Re claim 3 1, it has means limitations cited in claim 6, Thus, claim 31 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 6. 

Re claim 32, it has means limitations cited in claim 7. Thus, claim 32 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 7. 

Re claim 33, it has means limitations cited in claim 8. Thus, claim 33 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 8. 

Re claim 34, it has means limitations cited in claim 9. Thus, claim 34 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 9. 

Re claim 35, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 a digital filtering 
device adapted to transform one or more input digital signals into an output digital signal 
(abstract), the input signals containing even-indexed samples and odd-indexed samples 
(Figure 3), filtering device comprising: at least one weighting means (Figure 1 1 with 
P(z)); means for modifying odd-indexed samples by a function of weighted even- 
indexed samples (Figure 1 with output of 120); and means for modifying even- indexed 
samples by a function of weighted odd- indexed samples (Figure 1 with output of 1 10), 
wherein weighted samples are supplied by at least one weighting means (P(z)), 
modification means functions iteratively, so as to modify odd-indexed samples at least 
once and then even-indexed samples at least once (col. 6 lines 25-35 with updated filter), 
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and wherein at least one weighting means receives as an input the difference between two 
consecutive even-indexed samples. 

Re claim 36, it has means limitations cited in claim 11. Thus, claim 36 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 1 1 

Re claim 37, it has means limitations cited in claim 12. Thus, claim 37 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 12. 

Re claim 38, it has means limitations cited in claim 13. Thus, claim 38 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 13. 

Re claim 39, it has means limitations cited in claim 14. Thus, claim 39 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 14. 

Re claim 40, it has means limitations cited in claim 15. Thus, claim 40 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 1 5. 

Re claim 41, it has means limitations cited in claim 16. Thus, claim 41 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 1 6. 

Re claim 42, it has means limitations cited in claim 17. Thus, claim 42 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 17. 

Re claim 43, it has means limitations cited in claim 18. Thus, claim 43 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 18. 

Re claim 50, it has means limitations cited in claim 25. Thus, claim 50 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 25. 
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Re claim 51, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 at least two digital 
filtering devices the output signal of one of the digital filtering devices being the input 
signal of the other digital filtering device (Figure 4 wherein each T is a filter device). 

Re claim 52, it is a digital apparatus claim of claim 25. Thus, claim 52 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 25. 

Re claim 53, it is a photographic apparatus claim of claim 25. Thus, claim 52 is 
also rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 25. 

Re claim 54, it has same limitations cited in claim 25. Thus, claim 54 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 25. 

Re claim 55, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 an encoding device 
comprising at least one filtering device (Figure 4 wherein each T is a filter device). 

Re claim 56, Ortega et al. further disclose in Figures 1 and 3-4 the above method 
is used as digital compression (Figure 1 wherein only the lower bank is filter iteratively 
for compressing the upper part). 

Re claim 57, it has same limitations cited in claim 55. Thus, claim 57 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 55. 

Re claim 58, it is an information storage, which stores a program of the filter as 
cited claim 1 . Thus, claim 58 is also rejected under the same rationale as cited in the 
rejection of rejected claim 1 . 

Re claim 59, it is a computer program product claim of claim 1 . Thus, claim 59 is 
also rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 1 . 
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Re claim 60, it has same limitations cited in claim 52. Thus, claim 60 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 52. 

Re claim 61, it has same limitations cited in claim 53. Thus, claim 61 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 53. 

Re claim 62, it has same limitations cited in claim 50. Thus, claim 62 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 50. 

Re claim 63, it has same limitations cited in claim 53. Thus, claim 63 is also 
rejected under the same rationale as cited in the rejection of rejected claim 53. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 5, 8, 14, 17, 19-20, 24, 30, 33, 39, 42, 44-45, and 49 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

9. Claims 21-23 and 46-48 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. U.S. Patent No. 4,974,187 to Lawton discloses a modular digital signal processing 
system. 
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b. U.S. Patent No. 6,553,396 to Fukuhara et al. disclose a filter bank constituting 
method and filter bank apparatus. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chat C. Do whose telephone number is (703) 305-5655. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M => F from 7:00 AM to 4:30 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Chaki Kakali can be reached on (703) 305-9662. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Examiner 
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